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Classification Decision: 


Objectionable except if the availability of the publication is restricted to persons who 
have attained the age of 16 years. 


Display Conditions: 

That when the publication is on public display, the classification given to the publication 
must be shown on the front of the publication. 

Descriptive Note: 

Not Applicable. 


Direction to issue a label has been given on: Not Applicable. 


SUMMARY OF THE REASONS FOR DECISION: 


Pavement (February/March 1999) Issue 33 is classified as: 

Objectionable except if the availability of the publication is restricted to persons who 
have attained the age of 16 years. 

The magazine contains text and photographs dealing with fashion and youth culture. 

It was submitted by the Secretary of Internal Affairs under s13(1)(b) of the Films, 
Videos, and Publications Classification Act 1993 (FVPC Act) on the basis of a 
complaint from a member of the public. The Classification Office received written 
submissions from the Wellington Women’s Centre (who submitted the magazine at the 
same time), the editor and the publisher of Pavement. The Classification Office also 
asked Associate Professor Jenny Harper, Head of Art History at Victoria University of 
Wellington, to provide her opinion on the presence or absence of artistic merit in the 
magazine. 

The content of most concern to the submitter was the photo essay entitled “Theme: In 
The Raw”, and in particular the photograph in that essay by Terry Richardson. This 
photograph depicts what appears to be a Japanese prostitute, dressed in a school 
uniform, with her dress pulled up to expose her pubic hair, lying on a mattress on a 
floor in a cubicle, beside tissues and lubricant. The photograph cannot be classified in 
isolation: it is the whole magazine that has been submitted for classification. The 
photograph appears in a segment of the magazine surrounded by other photographs 
of nude people. The magazine itself is primarily a conveyer of youth culture and 
fashion. 
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Although the photograph covers only two out of 130 pages and cannot be said to be 
the dominant content or provide the dominant effect of the magazine, in the context of 
the magazine promoting itself as the “nude special” it is of particular concern if it could 
be interpreted as degrading, dehumanising or demeaning of women. Although nothing 
in the magazine falls within the automatic ban provisions of s3(2), the Richardson 
photograph can be given a reading that is degrading, demeaning and dehumanising of 
women within the meaning of s3(3)(c) because of the fact that the subject of the 
photograph presents as one of many objects on the floor of a cubicle used for sex. 

The Classification Office acknowledges that there is an argument that the photograph 
is a pastiche of the idea of a centrefold, and that Pavements target audience could 
read it as a spoof of that idea. The injury to the public good caused by the unrestricted 
availability of this issue of Pavement is the likelihood that negative male attitudes 
towards women could be reinforced among those readers who are not able to 
appreciate the “pastiche” reading of the photograph. Given that the target audience is 
primarily over the age of 18 years, the restriction to readers 16 years of age and over 
imposed by the Classification Office is a minimal interference with the freedom of 
expression. At the same time, this restriction protects the public good from the injury 
described above that is caused by the possibility that the magazine, by publishing the 
Richardson photograph, could be taken as degrading, dehumanising and demeaning 
women. 
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